
M E M O R A N D U M 
 
From:  CRC Legal Affairs Committee 
 
Date: 4/14/21 
 
Re: Gibson Dunn Disclosures 
 
The CRC has received both written and called-in public comments alleging serious concerns 
about undisclosed political donations and lobbying activity by Gibson Dunn. These concerns 
echo items that were raised with the 2010 CRC. 
 
Our verification report included four relevant undisclosed items (two lobbying activities and 
two political donations). In their letter of March 27, GD provided an explanation for these four 
items. The LAC accepted these explanations as being reasonable, including their narrow reading 
of our RFI, so to require disclosure of political donations only by a firm, and not by individuals. 
 
Had GD taken a broader interpretation, the reportable items would have included six political 
candidate donations totaling $26,500, all by Mr. Ted Boutros, and none by any of the other 
proposed personnel. Many other political contributions identified by Ms. Tina Keller and/or 
members of the public did not actually fall under our RFI standards for amount (an inflation-
adjusted $2000, so now c. $2515) or recipient (e.g., donations to presidential candidates are 
excluded). 
 
We have also confirmed via OpenSecrets.org that GD has not performed lobbying work in 
California 2010-20. Also, neither the firm nor any of the proposed personnel is currently a 
registered lobbyist in California. The firm does have a robust lobbying presence in Washington, 
D.C., which may be an understandable point of confusion. 
 
However, via the California Secretary of State’s site at powersearch.sos.ca.gov/advanced.php, 
we did identify four political contributions by the firm itself that fall under even the narrow 
interpretation of our RFI. We attach our April 11 query and GD’s April 12 reply, basically that 
these were an inadvertent oversight. 
 
After considering this response from GD, the LAC recommends the Commission nevertheless 
continue to pursue Gibson Dunn as litigation counsel (alongside Strumwasser Woocher + 
Becker). We feel that all the original reasons for recommending GD are still true. While this 
disclosure oversight certainly does not reflect well on GD, it also does not appear to reflect 
intentional deception. When these earlier and later items were brought to GD’s attention, they 
responded promptly and directly. 
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